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. INTRODUCT ION
P

I
|
I
The Classiflcation of Secdndary Schoo! Courses (TSSC) was developed by Eval-
I uatlon Technologlies Incorporated for the NaronaI Center for Education Sta-
t1stles (NCES) under contract number 300481-0312. It will be used In the
! codlngiof transcripts of a national sample of high school students as parf
of the Hlgh School and Beyond longlitudinal study. The goal of the NCES
. coding activity Is to transiate the diverse course titles which appear on’
I transcripts and master schedules of students In the sfudy'lnfoncommon terms
permitting meanlngful comparisons to be made. about these students and
' allowlng spcondary school coursework to be considered as a ccherent factor
I
I
I
|
I

@

In s*afIstcaI studles.. - -

e . . e
—

The CSSC facl!ltates this. task by’aggregaflng under a unlique maln course

title aII simliar course fitles and assIgnIng each maln titie a unlque SN

st-dlng code, Coders wlll be able To ldenflfy program areas and Indi-
vidual courses wl%hin them by matching course titles from sfudenf data with
the codes and titles In the CSSC,  The CSSC st-dlgIT code ‘1s based on, the
sfrucTure of the CIassIflcaTlon of Instructional Programs (CIP). The- fIrsT
four diglts correspond to the two-and four-digit program areas In The CIP.

?he last two digits re&resenf unlque courses.

To t6st the usefulness of the CSSC as a coding tool and develop recommenda—
tlons on coder tralfilng and the codlng task, ETI designed, conducfed, and
analyzed_aifesf of Intercoder reilabllity. This report suhmarizes the

‘ following activities Integral to the test:

e Coder seIechon;and *raining //// *
e Tralning methodology . .
¢ . e Lofing task and analysls rééulfs. .
~ ’( N
,1 Maflfz;‘Gerald S. A Classlflcatlon of Instructio Programs, = U.S.

Department .of Education, Office of Education Resedrch and Improvement,
National, Center for Education S+atistics, NCES -81-323, Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Offlice, 1981.
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1. METHODOLGY

A. CODER SELECTION

/

Three. coders and one alfernafe were Selected for the rellablllry study.
The alternate was Tncluded In case one of the other coders falled To com-
plefe the *wo—week study. All four coders met the criteria of havlng an’
Amerlcan hlgh. school diploma and EN mlnfmum of two full years of col lege
educaf!on. ‘All coders were Temporary employees~ three were from Potomac
~ Temporaries of Arlington, Virginia, and were public school teachers, during
the academic year; one was a temporary summer™ employee of Evaluation
) Technologles Incorpofated who was a fulltime undergraduafe student during
the remalnder of the year, The: following chart describes the four coders:

€ -

L -
N o H R -
o

. * Coder Age Educatlion - Occupation - Sex
T 1 27 B. A. - ‘ - ‘ngh Schoo( History Teacher

F
2 25 B.A. Elementary School Teacher -  F
M
M

3 .26 ~ 2 Vrs’e#Acongax . Student - - =~ —

4 39 .  M. Ed, Education - High School” Sécial Studles

Teacher

C;’J
L)

»

PP

l Coder number 4 was randomly seIecfed to be the alterhate. None of the
‘ coders were !nformed that onIy three sefs of data would be used’ untii after
I. ' all of them had compieTed +he codlng The coders were pald by the hour.

l - B. TRAINING S ' ] . "

. 1. Tralning Materjals

-

The materials used during the tralning sesslon Included:

-

- - ?




® The Tralning Outline - See Appendix A

\ P

o A Classlficatlon of Secondary School Courses, Finpal Draff
June 18, 1982

@ TraInIng profocols wffh sample course Tlfles for practice cqding

L

- See Appendix B - 0 +X

-~

v i

e Catalogs corresponding’to- the training protocols
"\ 2 o P
® Reminder |ist of _speclal Instructions - See Appendix C
. Q e - v
e Diagram "Making a°Coding Decisinn" - See Appendf%xD

2. rainl rocedu

L]

The coders were trained on the‘first day In an eight~hour tralning session

‘on how to assign six-digit codes to secondary course +I+les usLng the CSSC.
The training session began with a 30-mfnu+e Infroducfion to the tralning
isesslon, the test, and the intended use of the CSS& in the NCES High School
and- Beyortd longitudtinal study. The next 30 midutes Eontlnued with a page-
by- page review of the’ Cssc,” hlghllghflng each sectlon as To Information
Included, such as, the alphabeflcal/lndex and the short Table of Cross
References and ,the maln body of slx—dlglf coded courses}‘ After a 15\mlnufe
‘break, the coder’s were ‘Introduced tq a sample protocol for practice In
assigning the slx dIgIT codes the '50 sgcondary rschoot cafalogs to be used
as the Source of the courses, and the coding procedure. . The coding ptoce-
dure conslsfed of the coder enferlng his/her name, the start time, a six-—
drgit code drawn from the. CSSC_ﬁJa check mark noffng any reference to
catalogs, and the flnlsh time.. The coders were asked to malntaln the order
of the profocofs and refral™ from dIsCussIng cod¥ng declisions among Them-

selves, "and to complefe The protocol” on which _they were workiny before

1aklng a break or Ieavlng for the day Coders were given - guIdelInes for:
codlngffracked and leveled courses. After’ the lunch break the  coders
. spent the remaining fqur hours on “three’ ﬂncreaslngly dlfrlculf practice
- trials and reviewed their coding decisions and problems in a group with .the

tralners.

._3'... ’ .

‘
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' : ? : T T S




-

C. TESTOFTHECSSC T . L i

o

. The coding of the titles iIncluded In the test of the CSSC began on the day
following the tralning sessfon.
9 1. Materlals S , .
. .
. The coders used The final draft of fhe CSsC (A Classification of Secondary
School Courses, Flnal Draft, June 18 1982) to code each of 1,000 titles, .
The 1,000 titles were chosen from 50 catalogs of secondary school courses
supplled by NCES. .Twenty courses weré chosen from each - caTang by choosing *
a random starting point and Then picking titles evenly spaced throughout
the catalog. The twenty course titles from a catalog were listed on a
protocol Idenfifylng the catalog and leaving spaces for the coders to indi-
cate thelr codlng decislions, whefher they referrod to the course descrip-
“tlon In the catalog, and thelr sfarf and stop Tlmeqiy‘A =amp|e protocol s
shown as Exhiblt 1. Thus each coder used the CSSC, 50 protocols contalning
20 titles gach, and the 50 cafalogs Coders were also permitted Z: use the
,renlnder ITst of special Instructions (see Nppendlx C) and the diagram ) e
"Making a Coding Decision" (see Append!x D) that were distributed and

discussed during the fralning session. An end-of- ~-study questionnalire was '’

]
* completed by each coder immediately after completing the coding 9f the iasf . .
protocol,
v 2. Loding Procedures : ’ Lo

- ~ \
= All coders cpded the 50 profoco!s In fhe same order. The sessions +ook\

place over an elghf day perlod four days in, one week and four days In the'
followlng week. A three-day wetkend intervened.- In order® to reduce The'
need for two eoders to use a sIngle catalog at the same time, the coders
started. bne hour apart on "the first’ day. Each coder worked on one profocol
at a time, enferlng the six-digit, code for the title on the IIne ‘next te
The course title.  When' ‘In doubt about a Ifsfed.;ourse Tlfle,/@he coder
referred to , the approprlafe secendary school catalog and ‘noted this
reference with a check on the .profocol sheef The codeﬂs/enfered thelr
start and sfop Tlmes on the pr@focol and did fiot take bzéaks durlng the

codlng of a profocol They were encouraged  to take shon

R o
’ - } . /

breaks befween

f' ' ' ( . ) ’ .
. ¥, ’ \,‘
l ' ) , ‘ . -4 - ) . . -
\4 " . ) l/ . \ " N




o . . -~ ;
":vCéderANo: ‘ _ ‘ School: Kingston High Sckoo], North Carolina
Catalog No. : i~7 ' : | o ' TimeAstqrted: i
‘ N ,
s , ‘ . Reference to
,. Course Name _°~ " -, Code : catalog
1. 01d Testament : oL
2. Accbunting 1. 2 i .
3. Eng]fsh 10, Advanced ° : 3. - -
4 iLiteratu;e_Higp]jghts ' ’ 4, ' | L
5. Aﬁodern American Literatdre 5.
6. Crafts 6. ‘ ,
7. Music Theory A 7. >
8. Spanish 2 8. e
9. Ca1cﬁ1us 9. -~
10. Archery - : | 10. | i
11. Soccer ‘ o ‘ 11. . | i} ‘
12; Eccnom} éf Modern America 12. ,
" 13. Salesmanship ’ 13. ' -
14. Tethnical Drafting 1 ’ 14, '
15, Auto Mechanics 2 ' 15, ‘
}6- Busiﬁess ;aﬁ o ' 16. - . - A ¢
17, ‘Shorghand 1 - ) 17. -
* 18. English 12, Advanced .i 18.
19. Moégrﬁ English Literature. 13.
20. yocabulary Development - H 20. _ T S
' ‘ Time completed:
/“
Exhibit 7. Typical Protocol )
E e | A . : -5 ’ )
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protocols. Coders were nof allowed tq discuss coding decisions unti!l after

the last rodlng session was complete. After completing each protocol, a

coder harded It to the test monitor. l | ‘.

~

When a coder compleféd the ffffkefh protocol, he or she was given the end-
of-test questionnalre fq,complefe%W_Wbed all the coders were finished, a
prelIminary summary of the daTa‘g?, discussed with them and additional re-

actlons were solleifed In an Informal'debrlefing.sesslon.

Because The coders were worklng very Intensely and quickly, on the second
codtng dayd The test monitor cau?loned the coders to walk around between
protocols/in order to help The selve; maintain a high rafe of - efflclency.

When total oufpuf fell to sevén profocbls per day on, the third day, the

monltor told The coders +haf the breaks were becomlng too Iong. The number

of protocols per day tncreaged alfhough the average amount of time between

sfarffng and compleflng a prof col ¥id not seem to be affected.

N
! j—

I ;::"..' < -
FH, RESULTS AND ‘DISCUSSION

- * ' ’

A. CODING TIME = T o

[

Coders were serlou, and attentive to +the task and adhered o the ‘constraint

not . to dIscuss The coding unt!l* after all codars had flnlshed Coders did

not?ask the monlfor any quesflons abouk selecting the codes durlng the
coding sess'ons. Because of the varfations In the titling styles and the
amount) of descrlpflve maferfal Included In the catalogs from dlfferenf
schools, It was not posslble for .the three coders to° malntalo c0nslsfency
of pace from protocol to profocol The average time per protocol wag 33
minutes with a minimum of +ten minutes and a maximum of 55 minutes. The

time each coder used to code each protocol Is shown in ExhsblT 2 " By the

end of the study, the coders were cemfortably coding niné to ten protocols
(480 to 260 titles) per day each.
s

B. ACCURACY

.

-

/]
-

Coder accuracy was determ!ned by comparing each coder's response; on a
g

sample of course titles to the correct c{assIfIcaTIon for Those titles as

v
“ __6_ [y ¢ .
¢ ‘ e N ,

. . ) RTINS
-LU N W " ’ L
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Ta

o * Coder 9
- ‘ﬁrgjefg!y///f > ) A %*Rveiage
,;’ 4‘7 -
01 22" 28 27 25.7
0Z , 35 . 49 35 39.7.
03 36 53 38 B L 42.3
04 38 48 50 \ 45.3
05 48 71 44 ‘ 54.3¢
06 . 28 46 ° 29 34.3 .
o7 35 39 61 45.0
- 08 ¢ 40 40 30 :36.7
09. 32 35 25 30.7 -~
10 37 40 55 44,0,
o 40 \25 ‘ 25 30.0
12 51 50 30 43.7
13 75 |38 35 36.0
14 20 16 15 17.0
- 15 34 4 . 30 '29.3
16 217 30 20 25.7
17 41 53 40 44.7
18 45 2 45 47.3
19 37, 5 32 34.7
207" ¢ 49 50 30 43.0
21 36 25 13 24:7
22 26 3% 30 29.7
23 39 3 30 34,7
2% .29 43“' 25 _ 32.0
25 31 . 33 25 - . ©30.3
> 26 Y 22 60 39.7
27 23 15 1% . 17.0.
28 31 30, 25 . 28.7 .
29 24 - 25 20 23.0
30 48 42 3Q . “40.0
.31 21 - 104 30 120.3
32 23 35 40 P 32.7
33 32 26 35, . 31.0
* 34 .39 - 32 35 35.%
35 50 29. 20 33.0
. 36 43 27 | 30 33.3
MY 21 20 | 20 20.3 . .
38 25 33 25 To21.7 -
S 39 17 22 ' 25 21.3
40 22 23 * 20 21.7
41 . 27 40 15 - 27.3
42 o 62 30 55 49.0
43 .44 15 20 ©26.3
~ 44 17. 25 , 20 20.7
45 20 27 15 7 20.7
46 31 25 20 .25.3
47 35 52 52 46.3
" a8 55 '40 25 40.0
49 38. 30 25 31.0
T 50 35 25 - 30 300
. Average 34.2 " 33,8 30.5 32.8

Exhibit 2. Time to Code Each Protoco! by C
. ’ . y

oder in Minutes
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.' determined by two CSSC experfs. Fifty Tltl_s Mere chosen for_ the accuracy

check by selecting.one tit]|e from.each of the flffy protocols, Titles were.
selected that do not correspond exactly 1o the tltles In the CSSC Index,
This represenfs a-more difficult set of coding decisiong than Those/found
on the average. protocol, because protocols frequently have many titles that
exacfly match thoss In the Index The, two expert coders classified the 50
tities Indepsndently and then met *o\resojve\ihelr dlfferences.

; . “ . —
Y ‘ » ~ ~ \\ - ’

The percenf of agreement af the +wo-d|glf, four-dIgIT° and slx-diglf code

Ievels\of each of The{ﬂfhree coders with d‘he correcf code Is shown In

Exhibit 3, L T :

4 . : -,
. \ : - .
- .

Average agreement af‘}he ﬁ@o—dfglf level wasiéﬁ percent; at the four-digi+t
level was 71 percent, .and at the st‘dfglf/Ieyel was 43 percent. These "
percentages can be'taken as lower bounds' on “the coders! accuracles since

tourse' tltles that exacfly corresbond to cssc °fli|es should rarely .be

- miscoded, If the codef's had been allowed to discuss their declstions wITh

each other, we would’ aIso expect the amount of agreement to be hIgher. The
+wo experf coder's had significant amounts of divergence a+ the four- and
slx-dlglf levels before conferring, a!%houah They had no dIffIcuITy in
resolvlng their dbfferences. :

ot -
A
2

C. . INTERCODER RELIA3ILITY ° B \

N

l\.

Infercoder/’reliablllfy Wwas measufedon’ the \flrs+ ten protocols (200
titles), the remaInIng profocols (800 Tltles), and-overal | (1000 titles).
Two sets of measures were consfnucfed' '

w

~ e

¢ The percen# of “agreement befheen each of The three posrlble pairs

of cpders a't The fwo- four=, and six-dfglf code levels

8 The percenf of ‘codbs on which ihree, Two, or. no codefrs agreed at
the +wo~ four-, and. 2ix- dlglf Ievels.

r
"

hese measures are displayed In Exhibits 4 and 5. By all measures the
greemenf among Theqtoders improves between the beginhfng of ‘the study (the
T 10 profocols) and the end of The study (the remafnlng profocolg)

I
.

I ‘\“ .
v Co =8~
: :
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Y
»
A
Level
Coder 2-digit 4-digit 6-digit
i 90 78 54
v N
. 78 72, 42
. “ o
3 82 62 ¢ 32
1.
Average 83 71 43
F
K
» ) {
¢ _
» _ -~ \
s

Exhibit

2

z

3, Percent of Two-, Four-, and
Which each Coder Agreed wit
on 50 Hard Titles,

; j
Six-Digit Code Levels on
h Expert Code Assignments




. Level
Coder Pair »
_2-digit 4-digit 6-digit
‘Protocols 1-10 (200 Titles) -
, _ '
Pair 1-2 91.5 86.5 72.5
7 Pair -3 90.0 85.5 63.5
Pair %;} 88.5 82.5 63.0
T t‘
‘ Protocols 11-50 (800 Titles)
Pair 1-2 94.5 92.3 74.3
Pair 1£3 94.0 89.0 71.3
Pair 2-3 92.5 86.8 - 65.8
-« Overall (1,000 Titles)
Pair 1-2 93.9 91.1 73.9
Pair 1-3 93.2 88.3 69.7
Pair 2-3 91.7 85. ¢ 65.2
|
e
'\)
L
Exhibit 4. Percent of Two-, Four-, and Six-Digit Code Levels on Which

Each Pair of Coders Agree by Protocol Group and Overall. -

-10-
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Number Agreeing

Code Level o
3. -2 0
Protocols 1-10 (200 Titles)
2-digit 86.0 12.0 2.
4-digit 79.0 17.5
6-digit /ﬁj. 56.0 31.0 13.0
. Protocols 11-50 (800 Titles)
N\ ) —
2-digit . 90.6 9.1, 0.3
4-digit ' 84.6 1447 1.3
6-digit 60.5 < 29.8 9.8
- &
Ovgrall (1,000 Titles)
2-digit °89.7 9.7 0.6
4-digit ) - 83.5 14.8 1. '
6-digit 59.6 30.0 10.4

Exhibit, 5. Percent of Two-, Four-, and Six-Digit Code Levels on Which
Three, Two, and No Coders Agree by Protocol Group and Overal I*

e
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As expocted, the overall. percentage of agreemenf among the palrs of coders

Is considerably higher thap each coder's percentages In the accuracy check.
The overall palr-wlse average aflfhe two~digit level Is 92.9 percent. At
the four-diglit level, It |s 88.4 percent. A} the st—dIg[T level, 1t 1Is
69.6 percent. | " - . : -

&
’

As shown In Exhiblit 5, all three coders agreed af the ftwo-diglt <level 89.7

percent of the time, and two of the coders agreed 9.7 percent of the ﬁlm

Elther two or three coders agreed at the two-diglt level 99,4 percenf of

the tlme.. At The four-diglt Jevel, three coders agreed 83.5 percent of the

~

“time and two coders agreed 14.8 percent of the time. ‘Eljher two,or three

coders agreed afiire fodr-dlgi+ level 98.3 percent of the time. At the
six-diglt level, three coders agreed 59. 6 percent of the +Ime and Two
agreed 30 percent of fhewflme. Elther fwo or three coders agreed 89.6

percent of the time. Thus If the declsions of fwo out of three coders are

accepted as satisfactory results of the coding task, agreemenf on a unlgde'

. N -8 B .
,code can be expecfed approximately 90 percent of the time at the flnest

level of detall, 98 percent of the time at an Intermediate IeveI of deTaII

and 99 percent of the time at The InsfrucTIonaI program area Ieve] (The
two-dlglt code Ievel) )

¢

D.  INSTRUCTNONAL PROGRAM AREA SUMMARIES

-

In order to defermIne whether specIfIc areas of the CSSC are causling -more

problems for the coders than others, we tabulated for each Insfrucflona!—”"/'

program area (Two—dIgIT Ievel\code) the number. of tlImes ea;h ‘4Fea was
"selected as the classiflcation for a title by all Three/ébders,,by two of
the coders, and by only. one of .the coders.; th%s’lnformaflon Id tabled In

Exhlblt 6. The:table dIsTInguishes,beTween the two ways Thdf only one
/
coder may select a code for a _Fl¥le: ' :

. .
: /
e - e

® The ofﬁer two coders ‘agree with each other

e "The other two coders dlsagree with each other.

-12-
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| ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Number of Coders Agreeinqg
Two n Number of
Agreeing Other Difficulty Catalog
Cod9 Trrag Pair . Codér Norie Index* Referances
G} 5 | 4 2, 0. 0.2000 10
22 4 1. 3, 0 . 0.7500 8
03 1 1 0 . 1 1.0000 6
4 1 1 0 0, *0.0000 1
5 6 5 . 5. 0% 0.8333 17
6 i18 1 1 i 0.111¢ , 8
07 | 80 .4, 2 r, 0.9375° 61
foss8 9 0 2 0 0,2222 14
9 20 1 1 0 0.0500 25
10 6 1 2 0 8.3333 10
1 11 1 0 0 0.0000 7
12 1- 9 0 Cw—“ 0 %0.0000 2
3 0 0 0 0 0.0000 0
! =0 0 0 0 .0.0000 0
15 o} . 0 0 0 0.0000 . 0
16 5, 2 0 0 0.0000 35
17 6 0 1 0 0. 1667 12
18 0 0 0 0 © 0.0000 0
19 0 0 0 0 0.0000
20 €0 4 3 0 0.0500 99
21 22 1 2 - 0. . 0.0909 23
22 .3 2 0 0 0.0000 ' 11
23 iRE; 14 - 6 0 0.0541 /7 188
24 1 0 0 0 §.0000 0
25 1 0 1 .0 1.0000 1
26 25 o 2 Yo 2 0.1200 25 ¢
27 92 2 - 0 0.0109 96
28 2 | o 1 0 . 0.5000 1
29 L0 0 0 0 ' 0.0000 : 0
B 2 2 8 4 6.0000 14 -
31 0 0 1 1 2.0000 1
32 17 5 13 1 0.8235 45
33 6 1 2 0 0.3333 ) 12
34 16 5 77 2 0.5625 29
15 0 2 2 - 0 2.0000 6
3 2 8 4 1 2.5000 16
37 v 0 1 3 0 - 3.0000 5
23 9 1 1 0 01111 28
» |70 0 o, 0 0.0000 - 0
40 35 3 5 2 0.2000 35
41 0 0 0 -0 , 0.0000 0
42 3 0 1 0 v 0.3333 2
43 0 0 0 0 - 0.0000 0
44 0 0 1 <0 1.0000 1
45 54 . 8 7 2 0.1667 104
46 5 2 0 0 0.0000 9
47 17 0 0 0 0.0000 .23
48 47 3 5 0 0. 1064 41
49 2 0 0 0 0.0000 0
50 122 8 4 0 0.0328 160
Total £27 97 97 18 /7 0.1282 1,19i
e
¥ ndax = Number in "Other Coder" Column and Number in "None" Co!lumn
Mumber in "Three'™ Column -
If "Three" Column has a zero, | is used in the denominator.
Exhibit 6. MNumber of-Classifications on which Thrie, Two & No Raters Agree

- and The Difficulty Index and th¢ Mumber of Cataloq Refernces by
Two-Digit Code Level (Instructional Program Area)

P
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As. a measure of the coding difficulty of each Instructional program area,

we computed a difficulty Index for each Instructional area, by dividing the
number ,of times specfflc titles were asslgned to an Instructional area by a

single coder by the number of +1mes speclflc titles were asslgned to that

area by 'all Three coders. To ppevent division by zero, the dIvIsor was

arbltrarily ‘set To one .If the. insfrucr!onal area was never chosen unani-
mously.  This difficulty Index I's Included In the sleh column of the
Tab{s: Exhiblt 6 also displays the number of times The coders referred to
The'cafaioge for tlitles In“each area. Since the number of titles In each

Instructional area »varfed~'widely, the Individual /counfs are of Llimlited

we

ot uflnjfy" The total of 1191, however, represents almost 40 percent of the

3000 d!ng declslons made by The three coders, indicating that the coders
made su sTanflal use of the cafalogs.

N L] »

. ‘ D

There are eight Instructlional areas wlfh a difficulty Index-of 1 or

greater:

LS

Area Cede ‘Area-Description

, 03 ’D ' Renewanle Natural Reseurces

" .25 LTbrary and Archlval Sciences
= 30 ,. Mulfl/lnferdlscfpllnary Sfudles L

31 _ Parks and Recreaflon .
35 - Interpersonal Skllls a
36 lelsure and Recreatlonal Activities L.
37 Personal Awareness !
44 _Publlc Affairs’

‘These accounted for seven percent oflfhe titles coded. They appear to have

been chosen for courses that simply did not fit well elsewhere. Their. high

varlfabillty Is assoclated with their low frequency of occurrence.

Nine Instructional areas had Indices of zero because they were never

selected:
&

4

3
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Area Code Aréa Description

i?#ﬁ | S

’ 13 Educa+tlon S
) 14 Edgineerlng S
) 15 ‘ i Englneerlng and Engineerlng-Relanea”//chnologles
¢ 18‘ : Health Sclences . , P
19 Home Economics Y _
29 MIlitary Technologles. N
39 %heology ¥ ,I ‘
41 "Sclence Technologles: ‘ . F\

i 43 " Protective Services . .. o \\\
Most  of These are clearly fob advanced for ﬁgsf secondary school
curricula, ' '

_ c . Y
There were another nine fInstructional areas wlfh'indices off zero. - In each
- of these cases fwo or three of the coders chose®the same two-diglt éodg and
~ there was never a Eéselof total disagreement: t '
+~ Area Code Area Descriptlion . S
04 Architecture and Environmental Deslgn
AR : , -Compufer andnlnformafron Sclences !

12 ~ Consumer, Persongl, and Miscellaneous Services

i 16 ' . Forelgn Languages : e

‘ 22. C Law , -

. ' 24 T Liberal/General \Stidies T
, ' b 46 Consfrucfion Trades
47 Mechanics and Repalrers "
49 ‘ ! Transportation and Material Moving
. > . AN ,

Of these nlne afeas, only” areas 11, 16, and 47 were chosen more Thaﬁ\ZOc
. Times. q




;" . . - : ? . ’

g

There were seven areas wlth indices between Zero and 0.1 indicates that the
coders had very |Ittle disagreement. These areas are: -

Area Code Area Description )
. . e TN
/07 : Business and Offlce
Communications
20 ) . Vocaflonal Home Economics .
| SR 3 : Industrial Arts
’,' | 23 Letters o o N
N 27 Mathematics
’ 50 Visual and Performlng Arts®
v ' 41 C Mechanics and Repalrer§
. 49 - . Transpggfafidn and Material Moving ~
- W . Q
. Each of ‘these areas was chosen betlfeen 62 and 386. times, ;3'
E. RESPONSE VARIATION |
o~ [
‘ There appeared to be at least seven different reasons for varlation In
.- coder r&sponse, . ) .
S .
" Level A sslanment, Alfhough coders agreed at The four~dlgl+ level, fhey
‘ LyarLed Tn Interpretation of the level at the fifth and sixth digit Ievel '
’//,//”' For example, Protocol 2, titie 17, "Economlcs." The codes assigned Were

5.0602 Economics-and Economlic Problems; 45.0601% Economic Theory, Basic;
5.0611 Economlcs, College. , o T

Alsimilar 'élfuaflon occurreé In Protocol '31 iltle 12, / "Environmental

BI logy" and Protocol 4, title 10, "Practical Math." /rhls source . of

var aflon could be amellorated by developing gundeltné sheets glving

Informaflon *+hat dlb?lngulghes among. levels, Increased emphasls In the
. Tralnfng should be placed on reviewing dlfferences befween levels.

2. Yague Secondary School Course Tltles, Some ._condary school courses

had vague titles; for example, "Llferary Highlights." The course descrip-
P baal
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tion “Inéluded both Briflsh and Amerlcan Ilferafure Since no code was
. avallable%£$or an ali-fncluslve course, ‘coders agreed af the  two-digit
"Leffers" level, but varied at the four~ and’ six~digit levels. A similar

situation occurred a™Protocol 4, Tlfjf 7, "Executlve High School Intern."

a »

. o \\\; R | |
-Such courses wlll Invarlably be Included In student data. The CSSC could .
[ .
nof dlsaggregate every lmagrnable course combiﬁéflon. In Thls sITuaTIon
the coders can onIy place courses fp the “best of Thelr Judgmenf

referring to the school cafa[@gs and {pe keywords In the CSSC.

3. Generlc Tltles, In some Instances, the CSSC uses the géneric title,
for example, "Aquaflcs"\nnsfead of a speclflc form of acquatics such as
"Skin Diving." Protocol 38, +title 16, |lsted The couf%e tifle "Skin
Dlvlng " Coders placed It under 34.0161 "Physical Educaf!on Leadershlp

Tralnlng", 36.0161 "Aquaflcs" and 31.6200 "Outdoor Recreation, ther." %
Codefs need To be tralned to search for generlc Tlfles when the speclflc

course Tlfle Is not Iisted. A cross teference |ist for such generic Tlfles

couId be added to the general |Ist of cross references. = . -

~

4, ngblggd Qoggegfgl Several coursges comblne concepfs from two different
4

programs. I+ Is diffjcult to know whether to place the course under the.
fraditional heading (e.g., History) or In newly: developed program areas
such’ as area studies or In multi/Interdisciplinary studies. This conflict
Is reflected In Protocol 13, title 13 "History and Phllosophy of Scliences"
which was” varilously placed In 30.0411 ‘Humanittes, 45.0311 Archaeology,
40.0100 Physlcal Sciences, Other. Simllarly, Protocol 6, title 14 "General
Science" was placed In 26.0611 Ecolog&, 30;0111 Science, Unifled, and
26,0151 Fleld Bliology. In the same hanner Protocol 10, title 1 "Amer}can
Studlies" was placed In 45.0809° American History, Basic, 05.0103 American
Studies, General, and 45.0822 American !nqu?r1es? Finally In Protocol 10, |
title 4 "Technology “and Envl;bnﬁenf“ was placed In 30.0621 Environmental

Se?ence, 03.0211 Conserveflon and Regulation, and 45.1131 §bclo|ogy,
Issues. The Cross Reference List shouid be expanded to Include references

to courses of'combined concepts.
~

L}
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5. Differences between Programs, In some cases, courses were placed”
acgordlng to a course title that was listed but In a program that was not
appropriate.. = For example Protocol 3, +titie- 15 "Cooperaflve Office

Management" was placed In 07.0742 Office Edlcation 2, Cdoperaffve* 07.0741
Office Education 1, Cooperaflve, 32.0107 Cooperaflve Education 2. The 07
Is the Business Program Category “and the 32 is Baslc Skilis under "Personal
and Scclal Development" Program’ Category. in a similar way, Protocol 5,
titie 5, "Worid Civilization"® Isflisfed both under 45.08 History and 30.04

Humanities and Soclial Sciences by different coders.

<

»

To limi+ this source of varlation, the definition of the areas,fiérflcu-

lariy ‘07 and 32 need§ to be reemphasized for coders.

6. Untear Course Oblecf!ves.‘ Scme ééfalogs list a course as “Drama" and
do not clarify whether the course iIs fhe'?eadlng of “drama, the writing of
plays,“or'fhefagflny of dramatic Iiﬁefaﬁure. An example of +this
Is found In Profoéol 6, title 8, "Beginning Prama". Thlstcourse was coded

both as 23.01, reading of drama and 50,05, acting of drama. Further™:

-clarifica{iol and separation between program areas at the four-digit level

should be made. .That may be beyomd the scope of the CSSC and more directiy

related to +the problems of deflnition within disciplines as well as

secondary school curriculum. - '
. .A&

7.0 Low Frequency Course Titles, Occaslonally a course will appear that Is

unfamillar To the coders and does qgf appear In the index. ° This wIlI be

the case for highiy Innovative and unusual secondary school courses Tha+ do

" -not fit traliditional cafegorles well. For example, Protocof 6, title 17,

"Peer Counseling" was coded both In 42.06 Counseling Psychology and 33.01
Citizenship/Civic Activities. This source of varlation T; Inherent in the
varlablllty of éécondary school offerings and cannot readily be
el Iminzted. N ' ”

>

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The _baslc use of the CSSC can be easlly taught f§<§nexperlenced coders In a.

one—day Tralnfng session.  The coders can then proceed to code course

titles at the rate of approximately 1.5 minutes per title.
! - - N 9

B} . ‘ ~-18-~




) While there is a falr amount of vartabllity In the coding there are a
number of stralght-forward ways +o reduce It and achleve nearly perfecf
codings. Some of these techniques Involve training enhancemenfs and some

Involve procedural app;6aches

- A, TRA!NING ENHAMNCEMENTS

v -

»

1. Place Additional Emphasls on the Content of the lnsTrucTIéFef Areas,
‘The tralning as presented Is adequate for coders with the backgrounds of
those used In this study. Because we hired them on a temporary basis dur-

Ing the summer, we were able to find school teachers to do the coding.

This may not be the case for a long term coding PFOJeCT that takes place

J " durlng fhe academlic year. Since non-teachers wil| be_ less famliltar with

« , contént of the varlous Instructional areas, It would be wise to place addi-

tlonal emphasis In the training on the content _of dhe major Instructional
areas. o /

\

2. Expand the Croeé-Reference-L{,+; As aned In the discussion, a number-

of sources of varlation could be counteracted by developing an expanded
Cros s-Reference List +o Include references’ +o generic Tlflea and courses
wlth combined concepfs

3. Ingrease Instruction on Defermlnq Levels. Much oft The vartation noted
.resulted from dlsagreemenfs among The coders on ‘the chofce*of the fifth and

shxth. dlglf for ~courses with multiple. level- opflons. More detalled -

. gulde!!nes should ' be deVe!oped for determinitng levels. Practice on using

+ these guldelines should be Included In the tralning., - ’ L

R )
B.. PROCEDURAL APPROACHES{

¢

‘ i
;0 1. . Using Multiple Coders, Having two G three coders code the same

maferlal will result In a h!gh .degree of unique codings. Differences can

+hen be resolved through dlscuss!ons among the coders. . Our experience

ﬁ% suggests Thaf trained coders wiil have Iittle difflculty resolving their
differences. Exhibit 4 Indicates that +wo coders will agree at the six-
dlglf level about 70 percent of the time, Aeavlng about 30 percent of the
é;lfles to be resolved through discussion,

3

Yy



S

‘2! Let Coders Talk

Exhibit 5 shows Tha+ two or fhree out of three coders wlll agree at the
slx—d¢g1t-level approxlmafely ‘950 percent of the time. OnIy the ten percenf

of the +¥Tles that all three coders dlsagreed on would need to be

v

A\
discussed,
» . .

’

Presumably regular dlucusslens among the coders would reduce futire varia-

+lon In the codling declsnons. At the very least, multiple codfngs with
discusslon of ¢ fferences should be used for the flrst few weeks after The
Initial tralning. When to sTop mulflple ‘coding should be a funcflon of the
level of agreement Wmong the-.coders.

o Each bfher and_to_an Expef+ For .the intercoder
'ellabllify sfudy we Insisted that all "coding declslcns be 1Independent.

This requlremenf would be counferproducflve for a ful‘—scaie coding efforf‘

and should be dropped. Some\ permanent staff member should be deslgnafed‘fo
become the resident experf‘

guldance In resolving difficulf\ cases. o - ’

whom, the temporary coders can turn to for
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CLASS!FICAT!ON Or SECONDARY SCHOOL COURSES\§ E
CODER TRAINING RELIABILiTY TEST, AND DATA ANALYSTS PLANS o

v

1. TRAINING PLAN
”‘:r ¢ ~ | '
R

Tralnling Program Goal . - o ’ e )

. : ; ' “r ly . | . : ]
As a- rosulf of .an elghf hour Trainlng sesslion, four Tralnees wiil be*
prepared‘fo asslgn slx dlglf codes o secondary course Tl@les ln order to

‘ provi de data for' a rellab!!lfy test of The Classlflcaflon of Secondary

Schogl Coursas (CSSC) \ -

Tralning Qblectlves

As a result ot training, the tralifiees will be able ‘fo:

-— b4

. ® Describe The‘purposé of The’cédlng task
& -

e’ |dentlfy ‘the dffferent secflonsgof the CSSC
, ) .:/’. . . "
e identify Thercr[OUS parfs of* +he course title unlf for a course

8
In the CSSC™ ot L .
'\ - v . ‘ a
o Follow proper coding procédureé ln>mafching ceurse TITJeé |1sted
\ : : ) . .
on prepared protocols ' with related six-diglt codes from the

"CSsc. S - P
, :

LB&’.QU!L‘Q Materidls
Il e

A3 "

e Training outitne défalklhg TraLnlogrgonféof and training approach;

e Six coples of the completed CSSC

s Six coples ot training protocols confalnlng.sample course Tlfles

for practice rodlng .




e SIx coples of .coder reminder list of speclal Jnsfrucflons -

@ SIx voples of the dlagram "Maklng a Coding Declsion.”

@

X

Tralrlng Adenda

)
]

A. Introduction to Training and Tésf;(ﬁo.mln.) .
. . : : 24 -

1. Review format for the tralning sesslon, working hours, time

{ sheets, physlcal arrangements, etc. for the perlod ot employmenf.

‘2. Summarize éil participants! backgrounds'and roles to establlish

L 1o

an env!ronment ofrpufual understanding.

3. Describé the CSSC and Its Infehded use In the NCES High

«

" School and Beyond Ionglfudlnaf study.

4, Outfine the coding task- and'rfhe purpose of 'The reflabllity

“test, -
B. Present _the CSSC (30 min.) .

1. Highlight maln points from the CSSC introductior.
- 2: Describe, using examples, the layout of the main body "of the
~ Cssc. o T |

o

3. Explaln +he alphabetical Index, usling examples, and demonstrate
how It relates to the malin body of the CSSC.
. Explaln the use of the List of Instructional Program Céfegor!es

"’ .and the table of Cross~Referéncés.

v

: L - : e " —
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C.

D&

ﬁzggb (15 min,)

5 ° ~

Pescribe the Coding Task (2 hours 15 min.)

1.

Inspect a sample bro+ocol Identifying: space for six-diglt code;
space for Indicating If reference was made to catalog; spaces to
record start/finish Times:

Explain use of Ioéal:/cafalogs, with examples, .describing

relatianship of. .catalogs to protocols and use .of catalogs as

backup to codlng declislons. .

Outline coding approach, using examples and the dlagram of a

coding declsion, Coders should be Instructed to:

e Code ever& course title on protocol sheets with a full six-
diglt code

‘o Allows adequafew”fime for each ¢oding declsion, as speed ‘Is

. not to be emphasized over accuracy of coding

e Use the "other™ category only af?er‘maklng a thorough search

of the taxondmy for coding alternatives

e Code all bifingual, spectal education, or glfted course

tItles as If They were regular versions of the cdurses.

.~ Descripe the coding procedure. Coders should be Instructed To:

@ Record start/finish times of each protocol

g

e Malntaln the order of the protocols - '

5

e Ask questions of the ftest monitor at any time

e Refrain from dlscussing chlng-decfslons among themselves to

avold biaslng The test results




\

a

- ® Complete the protocol they are working on before taking breaks

or leaving for the day. B

T

Provide coders wlth guldellnesifor coding "tracked" and "leveled"

courses, ' ‘ . .

In coding Mtracked" courses, 1I.e., courses labeled wlth

designators such as "Remedlal," "Below Grade Level,"’"STandard,"

A"College," "Honors," etc., coders should be Instructed to follow

. these guldelines:

K

@ If the course tiflé fo be coded Is designated as a track, apd

the CSSC course title is not %fvlded Into Trabks, do not use

the track information in coding the course

e |f the course title “to be coded Is nof,fracked, and the CSSC

courde Is dlvided into tracks, coge the course  with the

standard or middle track course code. -
¢

In ceding "leveled" courses, l.e. courses labeled wiTh designa-—
tors 'such as "First Year," "Advanced," or with numbers such as
'brafflng 5," coders should be Instructed to fol low these guide-

ilnes: .

e |f the course title to be coded has no level designator, and

the CssC Includes only levéeled courses, code the course with

(| ADTAL
¢

the ninth grade or level 1 course code A

&

e If the course title to be coded ha§ a level deslignator, and

the CSSC course¥ Is not leveled,{ do not use the level

designator-in coding the course ‘

@ |f The course title to be coded has a level designator higher

than the level used In the CSSC, code the +itle with the

highest CSSC level,cou}se code ayallgble.
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6. Demonstrate the coding tasks usling severar'gxampTes listed on a

demonstration protocol.

E. Break (1 hour) - . ‘ .

F. Conduct Coding Practice Trlals (4 hours)
; . !

1. Four;codefs independently match- ten sample course tlitles ’ !

presented on a trial protocol with six-digit codes trom the CSSC

and reéord thelr declslons., The Ten'codlng decislon are then

discussed as a group.

The coding practice task is repeated with a second more difflicult

2.
titles. The codlng results are - |
N . ;\ '«glx

trall protocol of ten course

dlscussed as a group., . '
. j /

o
-
[Pay

3. The need for more pﬁaeﬁlce Is determined, and, If necessary,/ a .

third-trlal profocol Is empioyed for additlonal pracflce. - / |
. , )

-

G. COBclude'Tralnlnq ’ : ///;//// :
~ P A ’(

P
o

Provide InSTrucflggsuf/F beglnnln@ the rellablllfy test on the

followlng m ng. . .
\ i
i . !
. | P
. |

1.

— \
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PRACTICE" PROTOCOL S




. \)‘ et
Catalog No. 51"
:f"'f/";:"/’;u e T
Course Name
1. Sculpture
2. Accounting 235
‘ -

4.
5,
. 6.

- 10.
1.
\\12-..
13.
14,
15,
16.
17.
18.
19.

.20..

| 3;.§ome Economics Occupations 434

Industrial Enq}ish
Lénguége

Sm;rt Spendf%g

Mixed Choir 334
Special Chgmistry
Re]igioné of the World
Child Care

) 'S€h®61:

10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Springfield Public Schools

Time started:

a

Reference to
catalog -

13

" Time completed: '




Coder to. . School: _ North H.S. Omaha, Neb.-
Catalog No. _Practice #i , Time started:
(cat 01d #49)
) . / Reference té’
Course Name =~ Code - - , catalog
1. Beginning Journalism 1. 3
2. Survey of Black Literature = 2.
3. Math Analysis = 3.
4. American Government L. 4,
5. Office Procedures | : | 5. . f
6. Foods and Nutrition , B S S T 2
7. Agribusiiness I . 7.
8. Electrdnic Music - 8. .
9. Gym Aide 9,
10. Drivers Education 10. ) — : .
11. 4 | 11
13. - 13.
14, : - 14,
15 ‘ | 18,
6. - o 16.
| '177 ' | 7.
18 7 . 18.
19. ’ ) 19.
20. . . | L
, | | ’ f. ; \\\_“__,/4”‘“.\ .
’ﬁﬁ " . T . ' " Time completed: :

™




Coder Ho. ‘ ' School: _ Springfield Public Schools, I11inois

Catalog No. Practice #2 N ) Time started:
- N }
Course Name Code ‘ Referggig]gg
1. Drawing | L | |
2. Creative Writing 2: “
3. Drama/Play Production 3. \
4. Perspective France : : 4. §V u‘ .
5. Interior Decorating . 5. X | ..
6. Small. Engine Repair 6.
7. College Algebra - 7.
8. Beginning}Guitar - 8. .
q, Env%fonmenfa] Science I _9:
10.- Consumer Educétion , ’ 10.
S , 11.
12. . 12.
B, | , 13.
14. | ' , 14.
15. - " .15, '
16. B VR | @ B
17. 17. |
18. | . 18.
19. 19, | “
20. 1 o 20. | , | .

" Time completed:




| : | /
Coder No. ﬁgchoo1: ‘Kennedy. SHS Bloomington Mini.

B —————————

Catalog No. _Practice #3 = . L . Time started: '
(Cat New #12) | 4 < |
; . \ . Reference to
Course Name . ' Code ' catalog
1. Personal Analysis .o 1. .
2. Aviation/Rerospace A © 2. B _ : o
. P ' .
3. Photo Offset ’ 3. ‘ : : ) i
| e | \ -
4. Norwegian, Conversational 1 4. | \
5. Chemistry, Ofganic 5. _ V/ |
6. Minnesota Environment 6. \ k\x
B ‘ ~
7. International Relations \ 7. - N ‘
g. Sales and Marketing, Basic " 8.
_§.“ AudioVisual-Technology | g,
. {57 ‘Horse Care and Stable Operations 10.
11. . 11. |
12_‘ : _ i 12. e ] » S
13. R ’ 13. |
14. : 14.
15 5 | 15 i
16. | 16. . | '
17 17
18 N 18
19 \ ) v 19
20 \ - 20
e
' . Time completed: _ '\
. . ‘

33
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weed Intuncodr Reliabiliny dust . o '

a . . (. [ 4

‘Coder Informajkon Sheet £V

10.

11.

THINGS TO REMEMBER
r .

~

Code the pfé}ocolé in-order from one to fiffy. Make sure not to skip
any course titles. - ‘

Work at a sTeady pace. Do not.feel you have to rush. Be accurate in
your .coding decisions. ' :

14

; . O ¢
Complete the protocol you are workjng on before takirg a break or
leaving for the day.

Write all code numbers carefully and clearly on the.lines provided.

" , “1@%

Do not discuss the coding decisions you have made wifh o+her coders.

You can read coufse descriptions in high school catalogs for any titles:

you are not sure of. Remember to mark the protocol each time you refer
to a catalog. :

Record the start/finish times fd{ each protocol.

Folfow the steps outlined in The diagram "Making a codlng dec15|on“ until
you get familiar with the coding procedure.

»

Use the "other" code "00" only after carefully ‘searching ‘for a - more
specific code.

It may scem fo you at times that more than one code could be given,to a
single course title. Decide which tode is the '"best" choice, using the
local catalog course descriptions, the location of* the course withiph the
school catalog, and the keywords and alfernafe titles® in the CSSC as
guudes

AsK for general advice from the test monitor.  However, he/she cannot give ,
you specific recommendations for which codeg to use.
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>  CODING'"TRACKED" AND "LEVELED- COURSES

S

-

“In coding "tracked" courses, I.e., courses labeled wi

Wisth desighators
such as ”Rcwedna! " “Below Grade Level," "Sfdndard.j;LCollege,” "Honors,"
1

etc., coders should follow.these gu1de||nes

o |f the course titie to be coded is designated as a track, and the

CSSC course title is not divided iffo tracks, do not use the track
-Information in ¢coding the course.

If the course title to be coded is not tracked, and the CSSC course

is divided into tracks, code The course WITh the standard or middie

Track course code. ’ . , t

-

in codlnq "Ieveled" courses, i.e. », courses labeled wnfh designators such

as "First Year," "Advanced " or wnfh numbers such as "Drafflng 5" caders

should follow these gundellnes

1
¥ (o

* If “the course TIT“ to be coded has no level designator, and the
CCSC includes only leveled courses, code the course with +he ninth

grade or l!evel -1 course code

e |f the course title to be coded has a level desugnafor, and the
CSSC course is nof Ieve!ed . do not use the level designator in
coding The_course.
o If the course,fi+1éq+o be coded has a level designator higher +than
Thc-lﬁVeT d‘ed in the CSSC, code the title with the highest level '
' CQurJe code asvailable in the CSJC |
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MAKING CODING DECISION




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

* drite Zown start’time at

tejinning of each protocol. - o

[\
[y

START

Check CSSC
Title Index

[

. Read Description in
- Do You Understand Mo Local. Catalog
Mo - Course Title? B (Hark Protocol For Use
. . . e Of Catatog)
Is Zourse Title Listed? "IYQS t
. © L Xy s
Check:, Program Category .
List Cn Page __ And Turn
Yes To Those Areas In v
CSSC That May Contain
X A Related Course i
Find Course Title ,
In CSSC Using 3 No -
6-0lgit Code ,
e Read Descriptions Of
ggBrZZuAi‘:geAéﬁg:aiid No 4-Digit Areas And Compare‘
g D With Local Catalog
Level? Lo
. B ‘ Description
2’
Do Cescriptors and - . ’
Alternate Titius . I Yes s {
Fit tro Course Title? > .
) Choose Most Similar
Write 6-Digit Code 4-Digit Area And Code
Yes On Protocol - Wth "0p" Code At 5- And
- . 6-Digits For "Other"
Arite 6-0init Code
Cn Protacol .
L] £ .
Go To Mext - ° Go To Noxt
; Course Title to be Course Title to be
Coded ' Coded
% To Next ‘ . e
Course Titia to be *
Codey . o,
. ~ ;‘:»"; “’ulj .
- ~ - '7#"‘:\‘* u‘lb
s ” N
J 2
~
v . :
Arite Juwn cormplation time at énd of protocal. , '
Charcx ts mare sure yau have marked loeal cataloqg use.
. v o
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4.

¥

R 5"

6.

7.

. What would you ltke to see added to the tralning?

. Nothlng.

4

1}

Training sdfflclenf.

Explanations and examples clear.

&

A [ittle more comparative work so.you wouldn't feel so unsure-about

codlng at very beginning. - ;

N. A.

<

What would you Ilke to see removed from TheﬂfraWnlng?

'Whaf other changes would you suggest for the tralning? : e

None.

-

Researching protocols In morning only. Varlafloﬁ of work during
breaks. More tralning on cross-referencing and alternative t1tles with

groups not as academlcally prepared,

Were the Individual course descriptions In the CSSC sufficlentiy
detal led? -
Always

| 4 Most of the time

About half the time . . ‘ .

Seldom ' -

___ Never



- i I

8. What fﬁree two-digit TInstructional program areas’ do you feel are the

hardest to use?  (You may refer to your CSSC when answering this

éf? question.,) . . - )

03, 09, 20, 22 (not enough detall), 23, 26, 38 (not enough detall), 45,
_and 46-49 (unfaml!lar category).

-

9. What parts of these areas caused the most problems?
Courses very simllar. Vague descriptions of school courses.
. Descriptions +oo-§omple+e or incomplete, Uncertainty In choosing an

answer.

40.0711, 09.0400,.09.0442 and 20.0122-25.

| 10. Please provide us with any other suggested Imgrovemenfé In the CSSC. Lo e

Blllnguaf classes In speclffc disciplines listed. Speclql Education
courses might be developed. Let peopie work at own pace *o assure

aécuracy. Fixed payment on completion of project.

v

I ° -

h 4
11. Please sum up In your own words your reactions to the CSSC and thls

experiment.:

&

|

|

Coder 1, CSSC seems to be a very usefdl, and more often than not, a

preclse codlhg tool. Aslde from the areas previously méntloned, the

secondary school courses from our protocols were readlly classifled. ‘
1

Conslderation might be given to the fact that *dlifferent coders have

(wl!t have) different paces and will be able to accomplish The Job more

qulckly%(slowly),fhan»ofhers. ‘Perhaps a payment (lump sum) for the
J%Sk—egmpigigL@{gd_bg_an g'ff»lrlnn'f way of af‘lnr‘a‘i‘lng reasources — .

Q i\ ' 4‘5




t

| made use of the school ca+alogs often,

‘The coding task Is tedicus and breaks are Important{ -Perhaps morning
work, or evening work (part time) would be one wa¢/of avoiding worRer

fatlgue, and consequently, accuracy (sic).

. // ‘ : F

/
/

Loder 2, | can see a need for a clgssification system such as ihls

nationally. | hope thls document meé@s the goals you expected. |

&

_(:;_Qgi,,J;__,'LL Can® be tedious at times and lnferesflng ‘at times also, An

.experlence deflnlfely.

Coder 4, ' The CSSC.does accomplish what It is designed to do. That I,

to provide the user. with a manual which standardizes academic and

- vocatlonal courses —l'n—a——'cdmprehenslve'way; S

v



